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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is responsive to Amendment filed 12/1 5/2008 . 

2. Claims 1-1 1 are pending in this application. Claims 1 and 1 1 are independent claims. 
This Office Action is made final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1-10 cite a device for composing a composite-code vector in accordance 
with a mathematical algorithm. However, device claims 1-10 merely disclose series units 
with mathematical operations for composing the composite-code vector without 
disclosing the hardware components of the device. Thus, these claiming component units 
are reasonably considered as logical units and implemented by software modules. 
Therefore, claims 1-10 are directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, publisiied under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Erdogan et al. 
(U.S. 7,076,514). 

Re claim 1, Erdogan et al. disclose in Figures 9-12 a device arranged to compose 
basic-code vectors into a composite-code vector (e.g. abstract, output of Figure 12, and 
col. 18 line 60 to col. 19 line 9), the device comprising: at least two weighted sum units 
(e.g. top and bottom portion of first set of weighted sum operation in Figure 12), each 
weighted sum unit being arranged to provide an intermediate-code vector which is a 
weighted sum of a plurality of the basic-code vectors (e.g. col. 19 lines 17-35); an add 
unit (e.g. second adder in Figure 12), the add unit being arranged to sum the intermediate- 
code vectors into the composite-code vector (e.g. as summing the output of Fl and F2 in 
Figure 12); the weighted sum units being under the control of a first and a second 
configuration word (e.g. the words are the coefficients CI 1-C14 and C21-C24 as listed or 
described in col. 19 lines 17-35), wherein the first and the second configuration word are 
deployed to configure the operations performed by the weighted sum units (e.g. as 
multiplied the input vector Dx with the coefficients Cx and summed up). 

Re claim 2, Erdogan et al. further disclose in Figures 9-12 a pre-processing unit is 
coupled to at least one of the weighted sum units and to the add unit, the pre-processing 
unit being arranged to perform additional operations on the intermediate-code vector (e.g. 
by the Fl and F2 in Figure 12), the pre-processing unit being under the control of a third 
and a fourth configuration word (e.g. by the coefficients in col. 19 lines 36-62), wherein 
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the third and the fourth configuration word are deployed to configure the additional 
operations on the intermediate-code vector (e.g. by additional filtering in col. 18 lines 60 
to col. 19 line 9). 

Re claim 3, Erdogan et al. fiirther disclose in Figures 9-12 a post-processing unit 
is coupled to the add unit, the post-processing unit being arranged to perform additional 
operations on the composite-code vector (e.g. any operation after the second adder in 
Figure 12), the post-processing unit being under the control of a fifth configuration word, 
wherein the fifth configuration word is deployed to configure the additional operations on 
the composite-code vector (e.g. col. 19 lines 1-17). 

Re claim 4, Erdogan et al. further disclose in Figures 9-12 the weighted sum units 
are arranged to calculate a bit-wise addition of at least two basic-code vectors (e.g. by the 
second adder in Figure 12). 

Re claim 5, Erdogan et al. further disclose in Figures 9-12 the pre-processing unit 
is arranged to erase, repeat and reorder the elements of the intermediate-code vector (e.g. 
by the Fl or F2 in Figure 12). 

Re claim 6, Erdogan et al. fiirther disclose in Figures 9-12 the pre-processing unit 
is arranged to apply a mask on the intermediate-code vector (e.g. wherein the mask the 
set of coefficients in Fl and F2 in Figure 12 and col. 19 lines 35-62). 

Re claim 7, Erdogan et al. further disclose in Figures 9-12 the post-processing 
unit is arranged to perform a conditional negation of the composite-code vector (e.g. col. 
19 lines 1-17). 
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Re claim 8, Erdogan et al. further disclose in Figures 9-12 the weighted sum units 
and the add unit are arranged to be configured during a configuration stage of the 
operation of the device (e.g. Figure 12). 

Re claim 9, Erdogan et al. fiirther disclose in Figures 9-12 the pre-processing unit 
is arranged to be configured during a configuration stage of the operation of the device 
(e.g. Figure 12 and col. 18 line 60 to col. 19 line 19). 

Re claim 10, Erdogan et al. fiirther disclose in Figures 9-12 the post-processing 
unit is arranged to be configured during a configuration stage of the operation of the 
device (e.g. Figure 12). 

Re claim 1 1 , it is a method claim having similar limitations as cited in claim 1 . 
Thus, claim 1 1 is also rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of 
rejected claim 1. 



Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 12/15/2008 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

a. The applicant argues in page 10 for claims 1-10 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 that 
these claims are the device claims which falls into at least one of the four categories of 
patent eligible subject matter and further they are not claiming any abstract idea, natural 
phenomenon or law of nature. 

The examiner respectfiiUy submits that the claims having only the term "device" 
in the pre-amble would not automatically place the claims into the statutory 



Application/Control Number: 10/565,926 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2193 

categories, but rather they must be examined as whole to determine whether or 
not the claims are device. In this case, the claims disclose several "units" wherein 
each unit directs to a mathematical operation. There is lacking of structure of the 
device in the claims in order to clearly place these claims as the device claims. 
The claiming units of the claims are reasonably and logically considered as 
software modules and each of the modules is executed to perform the designated 
mathematical operation. Thus, device claims 1-10 are considered as software per 
se. 



b. The applicant argues in pages 1 1 and 14 for claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
102(e) that the cited reference by Erdogan et al. does not disclose the limitation "at least 
two weighted sum units, each weighted sum unit being arranged to provide an 
intermediate-code vector which is a weight sum of a plurality of the basic-code vectors." 
Further, the sum of the outputs of the filters cannot be said to be weighted sum unit. 

The examiner respectfully submits that this specific limitation is generally seen in 
Figure 12 of the cited reference by Erdogan et al. In either claim 1 or 1 1, the 
claim does not define or further explain the weighted sum units; intermediate- 
code vector; nor the basic-code vectors. The Examiner takes a broadest 
reasonable interpretation of these terms or phrases within the claims in light of the 
specification wherein the weighted sum units are the units that performs 
summing/adding all the weighted/scaled input data to generate the intermediate- 
code vector and the input data is the basic-code vectors. This reasonable 
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interpretation is clearly seen in Figures 1 1-12 of the cited reference wherein the 
basic-code vectors are considered as the input data Dx vectors; the output of the 
second adder is considered as the intermediate-code vectors; and the core of 
weighted sum units are seen in Figure 12 with the multiplication with coefficients 
(e.g. this is called scaling or weighting with factors/coefficients) and the adder for 
summing the input data vectors. In addition, the sum of the outputs of the filters 
are reasonable to be said as the weighted sum unit. For instant, the FIR filter 
which basically performs scaling/multiplication with coefficient/weighting and 
summing the all the scaling/weighting data to yield the result of filter which is 
exactly the same as the called "weighted sum unif of the claimed invention. 
Even thought, the cited reference might not have or use the exact terminology or 
phrases as cited in the claims, but the contexts and fimctionalities of the claims 
are clearly seen in the cited reference as addressed above. 



c. The applicant argues in page 12 for above claims that the first and second 
summers of Erdogan relate to analog to digital conversion rather than relates to standards 
and codes. 

The examiner respectfully submits that the claims do not explicitly exclude the 
first and second summers relate to A/D conversion. In addition, Figure 12 does 
not show the outputs of summers (e.g. first adders) are the A/D conversion but 
rather the outputs of summers are digital data and considered as codes (e.g. as 
series of bits). 
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d. The applicant argues in page 13 for the above claims that the sum of filtered 
binary digital signals is not an intermediate-code vector which is a weighted sum of a 
plurality of the basic-code vectors. 

The examiner respectfully submits that the response to this argument might be 
seen in part b above wherein the output of second adder (e.g. alleged as filter) is 
considered as the intermediate-code vector which is the weighted sum of the 
plurality of the basic-code vectors as input data Dx. 



Conclusion 

8 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Apphcant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi"om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CHAT C. DO whose telephone number is (571)272-3721. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Tue-Fri 9:00AM to 7:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lewis Bullock can be reached on (571) 272-3759. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecfronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Chat C. Do/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2193 

February 11,2009 



